of toxicity (individual characteristics, traits) and not the disease (culture, climate, outcomes). Although characteristics and traits may be helpful in identify toxic leaders, they fall short of a holistic view by failing to identify or discuss how an organization's culture may contribute to toxicity in its leaders. Culture is a key strategic factor in predicting behaviors and outcomes. An organization's culture may have a moderating effect on the behavior of its members and may ultimately serve to promote toxic behavior. Toxic leadership is a topic of increasing interest in the military and civilian sectors. In this paper I will examine the possible cause and effect relationship between toxic leaders and the damaging cultures they foster. I will begin by defining toxic leadership; I will then use a classification-oriented approach to analyze the effect of toxic leadership on the elements of organizational culture: values, norms, and behaviors. Finally, I will explore the moderating environmental effects that may increase or mitigate the organization's vulnerability to the damage caused by toxic leaders. The intent of this paper is to add to the understanding of this significant organizational concern through initial conceptualization and theory.
THE EFFECT OF TOXIC LEADERSHIP
The culture of an organization is like a river. It can be fluid, strong and consistent, serving as lubricant while guiding its members in the right direction. In contrast a river can become stale and toxic, silently killing those who drink at its shore.
-Ron Kaufman
We have all endured the bad boss or overbearing leader; however, toxic leaders are something more. According to J. Lipman-Blumen, -toxic leaders are those individuals who by dint of their destructive behaviors and dysfunctional personal qualities generate serious and enduring poisonous effects.‖ 2 In short, toxic leaders damage organizations. When focusing on toxic leadership, many researchers emphasize the symptoms of toxicity (individual characteristics, traits) and not the disease (culture, climate, outcomes). 3 Several researchers agree that the long-term negative effect that toxic leaders have on an organization's culture and climate is a key variable in toxicity determination. 4 History shows that leaders have a major impact on the organization's they lead. According to T. Gilberson et al., -upper echelon leaders are believed to be the primary influence on the creation and development of organizational culture.‖ 5 General George Washington and General Benedict Arnold were both effective leaders; however, their lasting effects on their organizations were profoundly different.
Both leaders were as heroes of continental Army; however, one went on to become the father of our country and the other our most notorious traitor. According to Padilla et al.,
-If destructive leadership is defined in terms of harmful outcomes, then it is possible for ‗good' leaders to produce bad outcomes, and bad leaders to produce desirable outcomes.‖ 6 Toxic leaders abuse their power and position routinely, and invariably leave the organization worse than when they found it. 7 In other words, -Toxic leaders work to promote themselves at the expense of their subordinates …without considering the lasting ramifications to their unit, and the Army profession.‖ 8 Although characteristics and traits may be helpful in identify toxic leaders, they fall short of a holistic view by failing to identify or discuss how an organization's culture may contribute to toxicity in its leaders.
Culture is a key strategic factor in predicting behaviors and outcomes. An organization's leadership and its culture are related elements of organizational life, because they directly and indirectly influence each other, and serve similar functions.
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Broadly defined, an organization's culture is a relatively stable set of values, norms, and behaviors universally held by its members. 10 An organization's culture may have a moderating effect on the behavior of its members and may ultimately serve to promote toxic behavior. The Army's bureaucratic and authoritarian organizational structures tend to emphasize centralized decision-making, reward compliance and rely on standard operating procedures over employee innovation. As a result, -the institutionalized values and norms inherent in military organizations may facilitate the emergence of tyranny‖ and make them more susceptible to toxic leaders. 11 E. Schnider's theory of attractionselection-attrition (ASA) suggests that senior leaders imbue an organization's culture with their own personal characteristics by establishing goals, values, and norms that attract people with similar personal characteristics. 12 Therefore, toxic leaders create toxic climates by changing the content of the culture. 13 The resulting damage to the organization's culture and climate may last for many years after the individual toxic leader has gone.
Toxic leadership is a topic of increasing interest in the military and civilian sectors. In this paper I will examine the cause and effect relationship between toxic leaders and the damaging cultures they foster. I will begin by defining toxic leadership; I will then use a classification-oriented approach to analyze the effect of toxic leadership on the elements of organizational culture: values, norms, and behaviors. Finally, I will explore the moderating environmental effects that may increase or mitigate the organization's vulnerability to the damage caused by toxic leaders. According to P.
Senge, -the causes of many pressing public issues… lay in the very well-intentioned policies designed to alleviate them.‖ 14 As Army leaders attempt to moderate toxic behavior, we must confirm that the cure does not kill the patient. By focusing on the ends with little regard for the means, and instituting policies designed to provide quick fixes, leaders may do irreparable harm to the culture and climate they are trying to protect. I will not make any suppositions about the individual characteristics or traits associated with toxic leaders; the intent of this paper is to add to the understanding of this significant organizational concern through initial conceptualization and theory.
Defining Toxic Leadership
According to R. Kaiser, R. Hogan, and S. Craig, -Every discussion of leadership depends on certain assumptions.‖ 15 I will assume that toxic leadership is antithetical to good order and discipline and that the characteristics or traits displayed by toxic leaders result in serious negative effects for their employees. 16 The obvious next step for the strategic leader is to define toxic leadership in relationship to its effect on organizations. 27 Assuming that a majority of the members of the society accept the universal values, it is difficult, although not impossible, for a single leader to corrupt them. 28 However, personal and socio-cultural values may be more contextdriven and thereby more susceptible to toxic leader influence. 
Norms
One bad apple can spoil the whole bunch, and one toxic leader can redefine the norms of an organization. Norms are deeply rooted in the organization's culture, and reflect the attitudes of the team or group. 37 Shared norms develop within groups and may be more susceptible to negative influences by leaders and members. 38 According to E. Harrison and J. Rosenzweig, -A norm is an idea in the minds of the members of a group…specifying what the members should do, ought to do, and are expected to do, under given circumstances.‖ 39 Group norms provide security and predictability in the work environment. 40 Once a new group forms, the members share their assumptions and beliefs and reach consensus on how the group will interact internally and externally. 41 As new members enter the group, they receive instruction through some form of indoctrination or in processing on the accepted standards of behavior within the group. 42 Prescriptive norms define acceptable group behavior (e.g., punctuality), proscriptive norms define unacceptable group behavior (e.g., failing to complete readings), and descriptive norms define acceptable behavior in specific situations (e.g., acceptable response to a missed suspense). 43 According to S. Naumann, -Individuals use descriptive norms to ascertain behavior by using the heuristic ‗If most people are doing this it must be the appropriate thing to do.'‖ 44 Research suggests that the behavior of toxic leaders may serve to rationalize or excuse negative behavior in the group and establish a new ‗toxic' set of norms. 45 K.
Wilson-Starks stated that, -Some members may come to see toxic leadership as normal, and conform willingly. These will be groomed to be the next generation of toxic leaders.‖ 46 Norms in the military are spelled out in regulations and standard operating procedures focused on standardizing the task or system at hand and less on the individuals or organization. This rational view of organizations assumes that the perfect system or set of regulations will render the perfect result regardless of the workers. In other words, if we build a perfect system based on the ‗true nature' of the problem, we will in-turn develop a perfect workforce. 47 The underlying flaw of this theory is that it assumes that people are rational and will behave in an expected or prescribed manner. 48 In the Army, power resides at the senior levels and middle managers are task oriented, mission focused and concerned with results. 49 Mission success is the primary leader motivation and relationships are secondary. Leadership at the tactical level requires competencies designed to directly influence subordinates, and produce results. Army is a hierarchical organization by design; however, members are encouraged to ‗take the initiative' and exceed standards or perform duties outside their duty description for the good of the unit. Initiative behavior in organizations requires commitment from the employees to the mission and from the leadership to the employees. 65 Toxic leaders fail to inspire initiative in organizations -alternately, they inspire the wrong kind of initiative. They may over-control or micro-manage teams and discourage individual initiative, or they establish an environment that encourages destructive actions in subordinates. 66 As toxic leadership begins to degrade the values and trust inherent in the organization's culture, acts of employee abuse or harassment may increase. 67 Harassing behaviors may include hazing, ostracism, disparaging statements, threats, and in extreme cases physical violence. 68 According to General M. Dempsey, Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, incidents of hazing and bullying -undermine our values, tarnish our profession, and erode the trust that bonds us.‖ 69 Workplace harassment can have serious effects on employee morale, and job satisfaction by creating a toxic culture that rewards bullying or mobbing behaviors and devalues civility and mutual respect. 70 In 2010, three Army noncommissioned officers were found guilty of cruelty and maltreatment of Soldiers in Iraq after one member of the platoon committed suicide.
Prosecutors claimed that these Soldiers -established a pattern of cruelty and mistreatment‖ by targeting Soldiers for ridicule, arbitrary punishments, and physical abuse. 71 Abusive behaviors may become ingrained in the organization's culture as they are practiced and encouraged by the leadership.
According to Kusy 90 Bad leadership and toxic leaders exist in organizations throughout the world, and although leaders may not intentionally promote toxic behavior, a failure to observe and moderate the organization's culture may result in new toxic culture. Organizations in which migration is easy, or that enable toxic behaviors, or that fail to govern effectively, are going to suffer higher incidence of toxic leadership and be more susceptible to its effects.
Migration
In a national survey of toxic personalities, respondents indicated that they believe that -organizations contribute to the toxic person getting away with counterproductive behaviors.‖ 91 One way that toxic leaders escape detection is by hiding in plain sight. The
Army is inherently bureaucratic and the personnel systems are incomprehensible at best. The process to relieve or fire a toxic leader can take months and in some cases years. According to Kusy and Holloway organizations may use restructuring as intervention technique in dealing with toxic people. 92 They suggest that, -restructuring is The practice of toxic migration is particularly damaging to organizations because the leadership recognizes that there is a toxic situation and is not only willing to let it continue, but is also willing to burden another organization with a known liability. This willingness does not originate from a sense of loyalty to the toxic person, but from frustration in having to deal with them and a desire to eliminate the pain associated with them. B. Kellerman describes this type of leadership as insular and suggests that these leaders will -minimize or disregard the health and welfare of the ‗other,' this is, of those outside the group or organization for which they are directly responsible.‖ 95 Insular leaders may operate from a desire to preserve the integrity of their organization at any cost, and that final cost may be delivering another organization into the hands of a known toxic leader. Although this type of leadership behavior may garner approval from the members of the ‗protected' group, this type of toxic culture may result -in negative organizational outcomes that compromise the quality of life for all constituents.‖ 96 
Enabling
Toxic leaders thrive in toxic systems because these systems enable toxic behavior. 97 The toxic triangle as described by A. Padilla et al., suggests that the toxic system is made up of not only destructive leaders, but also -susceptible followers and conducive environments.‖ 98 S. Rickless describes enabling harm as -withdrawing an obstacle that would, if left in place, prevent a pre-existing causal sequence from leading to foreseen harm.‖ 99 Many researchers suggest that the organization should focus on those senior leaders who enable the toxic leaders under their control. 100 According to the equivalence hypothesis, enabling harm is the moral equivalent of allowing harm. 101 In other words, by doing nothing to stop or prevent toxic behavior organizations develop a culture that allows, and in some cases encourages toxic behavior. Toxic leaders produce negative consequences for their followers and organizations. So how do they remain in positions of leadership? Simply put, they produce results. Although it can be argued that these results are short-lived and ultimately damaging to the organization, nonetheless they are results. In an effort to achieve a desired result, organizations and followers may tolerate a toxic leader and the effect he or she may have on the organization. 102 According to Kusy and Holloway, -It is very difficult to deal with toxic people when they are good producers.‖ 103 An abusive leader whose unit scores highest on the physical fitness test, and excels during gunnery may be excused for his abusive behavior because these visible results make the organization look good. In this case,
the organization values the ends more than the means. Organizations enable toxic behavior by not intervening to stop it, or by underwriting it. These leaders routinely -run interference for the toxic individual, and provide stepping stones to help him or her be even more productive.‖ 104 What is the role of followers in enabling toxic leaders? According to W. Bennis,
-followers play a vital role in the presence of toxic leaders.‖ 105 He contends that followers have the moral duty to remove toxic leaders from their ranks, and that without the willing support of followers' these destructive leaders would be powerless. However, some researchers suggest that followers may enable or tolerate toxic behavior in leaders to achieve their own goals and objectives. 106 The military is a hierarchical organization, for subordinates to band together to remove a leader is unlikely, and in some cases mutinous. However, personal courage is an espoused Army value and as -followers bear the brunt of the horrors toxic leaders make,‖ this would suggest a need for followers to make the case for change without disrupting the organization's structure. 107 Here again the organization has a major role to play in deterring toxic leadership. Army units use commander open door policies and the inspector general to provide subordinates a venue to address concerns with the command directly. One concern with these options may be the requirement to discuss concerns with a member of the chain of command first or seek permission from a supervisor before addressing them to the commander. The idea behind this requirement is often the desire to ‗handle problems at the lowest level' and reinforce the chain of command; however, in some cases this requirement may intimidate subordinates and deter reporting. There are no ‗Leader's-R-Us' outlets to support the Army mission and therefore in some instances obliviousness to toxic behavior may be the result of worldview. If the statistics on toxic leadership in the Army are true, then they are not only present in the ranks, but we are also assessing, and promoting them. 
